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With an application of Michael Moore 
theory (1983) on “intent and planning” on 
the distance learner’s part, and “structure 
and dialogue” on the educational 
institution’s part, together with an 
application of Guglielmino (1977) 
questionnaire on Self-directed Learning 
Readiness Scale (or SDLRS), adult 
education in the program “Learning at the 
Workplace”  by the College of Public 
Health Sciences for Master’s degree 
international curriculum, Chulalongkorn 
University, Thailand, was analyzed.  
Focuses were in twofold: First were elements 
of learning program by the learners ranging 
from agenda-setting, learning strategy, 
implementation, and evaluation.  Second 
were the three categories of learners: those 
with self-directed skills, those with pursuit of 
degree-seeking behaviors, and those with 
emotional need for dependence. The results 
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Stated by Moore and Kearsley (2005), 
in the context of distance education / 
transactional education1, there are two sets of 
variables which are determined by the 
educational institutes - dialogue and course 
structure.2   The extent of dialogue and the 
                                                  
1
 Transactional education is the gap of 
understanding and communication between the teachers 
and learners caused by geographic distance that must be 
bridged through distinctive procedures in instructional 
design and facilitation of interaction (Moore and 
Kearsley, 2005:223).  
2
 A dialogue is purposeful, constructive and 
valued by learners and teachers. Its direction in an 
educational relationship is toward the improved 
understanding of the learners. On the other hand,          
a course structure means elements of course design, for 
instance, learning objectives, content themes, 
information presentations, case studies, pictorial and 
degree of structure varies from course to course. 
In a course with little transactional distance 
(more dialogue and less structure), the learners 
can use instructional materials that allow 
modifications to suite their needs, learning style, 
and pace.  Learners will have some guidance  
if there is less dialogue but more structure.  
Finally, if there is neither dialogue nor structure, 
the learners must be entirely independent and 
make their own decisions about their study 
strategies or their personal learning plan. This 
plan includes the issues of how to study, what 
to study, when, where, in what ways, and to 
what extent. In general, learners have different 
capacities for making decisions regarding their 
own learning or “learner autonomy”. The 
extent to which these learner behaviors exist 
can be seen as an important dimension for the 
classification of distance education programs 
(Moore and Kearsley, 2005: 227-228).   
This paper was thus interested in 
finding out the level of such “learner 
autonomy” with two main objectives.  First 
was to study the elements of learning program 
by the learners ranging from agenda-setting, 
learning strategy, implementation, and 
evaluation, by employing the Focus Group 
Discussion as the research method. Second was 
to categorize the learners into the followings: 
those with self-directed skills, those with 
pursuit of degree-seeking behaviors, and those 
with emotional need for dependence, by 
applying Guglielmino (1977) questionnaire on 
Self-directed Learning Readiness Scale 
(SDLRS) basic 58 items and adding-on other 
17 items by the authors.  To achieve these two 
objectives, the Master’s degree learners in the 
“Learning at the Workplace Program” (or LWP 
Program) international curriculum organized by 
the College of Public Health Sciences, 
Chulalongkorn University, Thailand, year batch 
2008 were analyzed.  The article is divided 
into six parts, starting first with (1) the 
planned-learning approach in distance 
education (2) Self-directed Learning Readiness 
Scale (SDLRS) and the Focus Group 
Discussion approach - the research 
methodology (3) The SDLRS questionnaire and 
Focus Group Discussion in the study samples 
(4) main points of the discussion (5) discussion 
                                                                               
other illustrations, exercises, projects, and tests (Moore 
and Kearley, 2005: 224/ 226) 
and (6) recommendations.   
It is expected that skills in self-directed 
learning and planned learning will keep the 
learner’s retention and satisfaction rate on a 
high level, the two factors which are considered 
as the major outputs of distance education 
program management. Expected benefit from 
this study is aimed at providing an insight for 




2) LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1) The planned-learning approach in 
distance education 
 
Moore and Kearsley (2005) defined 
distance education as: 
 
… planned learning that normally 
occurs in a different place from 
teaching, requiring special course 
design and instruction techniques, 
communication through various 
technologies, and special organizational 
and administrative arrangements 
(Moore and Kearsley, 2005: 2). 
 
From this definition, it is clear that 
distance education involves firstly, learning and 
teaching (thus is an education), secondly, 
planned learning (when the learner sets out 
deliberately what to learn and is assisted by the 
teacher who deliberately designs ways of 
helping that person to learn), thirdly, learning 
context (that is normally in a different place 
from teaching since technology is the sole or 
principal means of communication in distance 
education context), and finally, communication 
through various technologies (Moore and 
Kearsley, 2005: 3).  
The emphasis of planned learning is 
switched from the teacher-controlled base to 
the learner-controlled system. Learners are 
capable of finding resources for study in their 
own work/community environment and are 
able to decide for themselves when their 
progress is satisfactory. The concept of planned 
learning aims at promoting self-directed 
learning for learners’ life-long learning skills.  
 
2.2) Self-directed Learning Readiness Scale 
(SDLRS) and the Focus Group Discussion 
approach - the research methodology 
 
2.2.1 Self-directed Learning Readiness Scale 
(SDLRS) 
 
In order to find out the level of 
“learner autonomy”, the authors first applied 
the Self-directed Learning Readiness Scale 
(SDLRS) questionnaire which was originally 
developed by Guglielmino (1977).  This 
self-administered questionnaire was in 5 Likert 
scales from “totally agree to totally disagree”. 
An emphasis was on the expressed behaviors of 
the learner that reflected the learner’s interest, 
enthusiasm, and responsibility toward his/her 
study.  Guglielmino first conducted a study in 
14 subjects via Delphi Technique and  
developed the questionnaire which was later on 
translated into many other languages for the use 
worldwide.  In this study, the Thai version of 
Guglielmino’s questionnaire made by Narin 
Boonchu (1989) (with a reliability value of 
0.84) was employed.3  The eight domains of 
self-directed learning skills indicated were:    
(1) Openness to Learning Opportunities                
(2) Self-concept as an Effective Learner               
(3) Initiative and Independence in Learning  
(4) Informed Acceptance of Responsibility for 
One’s Own Learning (5) Love of Learning   
(6) Creativity (7) Positive Orientation to the 
Future, and (8) Ability to Use Basic Study 
Skills and Problem-solving Skills. The 
questionnaire consisted of the original 58 items 
plus an extra 17 items added-on by the authors, 
thus a sum of 75 items. The extra items were 
intended to reflect first the learners with pursuit 
of degree-seeking behaviors (4 items), second 
the learners with emotional need for 
dependence  (6 items), and last to reflect the 
learners encountering difficulty with basic 
online computer skills (for instance, internet 
information search, online discussion forum) 
                                                  
3 Narin Boonchu. Self-directed Learning Skills 
by Ramkhamhaeng University. Master’s degree Thesis in 
Adult Education and Continuing Study. Graduate School. 
Silapakorn University, 1989, cited in Srisukan 
Binthaprasitthi. Effects on Using Learning Contracts on 
Learning Achievement and Self-directed Learning 
Readiness of Nursing Students. Master’s degree Thesis 
in Nursing Education, Graduate School, Chulalongkorn 
University, 1997: abstract/ 147-150.   . 
and difficulty with English language capability 
(for example, doing the search offline and 
online, English verbal presentation, and English 
report write-up) (7 items).  This last reflection 
was the two new dimensions particularly suited 
the characteristics of LWP distance learners in 
an international curriculum. Besides these 17 
extra items, demographic data (such as gender, 
age, years of work experiences, grade point 
average before enrolling the study, and 
learner’s enrollment year) was also requested. 
 
2.2.2 Focus Group Discussion approach 
 
The authors next employed the Focus 
Group Discussion approach to find out the 
elements of learning program set out by the 
learners.  This learning program elaborated 
the agenda-setting, learning strategy, 
implementation, and evaluation, by the learners 
themselves. 
Focus Group Discussion (FGD) is one 
of the qualitative research methods which 
emphasizes on finding out the body of 
knowledge under the unstructured yet natural 
circumstances (Dreachslin, 1999: 224-232). 
Being a tool for an exploratory study 
(Fagerheim and Weingart, 2005: 524-530), 
FGD is defined as 
 
…a group of individuals selected and 
assembled by researcher to discuss and 
comment upon, from personal 
experience, the topic that is the subject 
of the research (Gibbs, 1997:1) 
 
In order to ensure that all participants 
have an opportunity to engage in the discussion, 
it is recommended that the FGD groups consist 
of 6-8 persons with the duration time of 60-120 
minutes per group (Stokes and Bergin, 2006: 
26-37).  The importance of FGD technique is 
the balance of the homogeneity and the 
heterogeneity of the group members.  While 
homogeneity is aimed at building up a rapport 
and a candid and non-threatening atmosphere, 
the heterogeneity is aimed at widely-shared  
discussion among participants (Kitzinger, 1995: 
299-302). 
     The role of group 
moderator/facilitator is a key success factor for 
FGD, especially the competency to develop an 
interview guide for the topic under discussion 
which aims at knowledge elicitation (Khan and 
Manderson, 1992: 56-66). When proceed in 
FGD, group moderator/facilitator should start 
from something general, in order to prompt the 
discussion and to help the participants feel at 
ease with the group format, before moving onto 
something specific, in order to encourage the 
discussion and to allow for flexibility based on 
the direction the discussions taken during the 
session (Morgan, 1995: 516-523). 
This interview guide should be pre-tested 
with the subjects who are not the actual study 
subjects in order to ascertain that the questions 
are appropriate for the discussion, that the way 
they are prioritized are well organized, that the 
language in use is clearly understood, etc. In 
addition, remaining objective and being 
attentive to what the group members have to 
say, as well as ensuring that there is no 
dominating figure exists in the group, are some 
of the qualifications a skillful group 
moderator/facilitator should possess. 
 
3) THE SDLRS QUESTIONNAIRE AND 
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION IN THE 
STUDY SAMPLES 
 
3.1 The SDLRS questionnaire in the study 
samples 
  
As this study used a consensus 
sampling (N = n) with the target population of 
23 year batch 2008 LWP learners, and as there 
was a limit to find the similar learners to serve 
as a pilot study (with parallel technology as to 
what LWP program provided), this research had 
no pre-test conducted. However, the reliability 
value by Boonchu’s SDLRS questionnaire, as 
previously stated, was 0.84. In this study, the 
questionnaire had 5 ranges - from “totally agree 
to totally disagree”. Upon data collection 
during the months of June - August, 2008, 
twenty-three LWP learners year batch 2008 
were requested to fill-in the SDLRS 
questionnaire. They received the questionnaire 
via postage mail and the return rate was 
100.00 %. In order to comply with the standard 
research ethics, the authors had stated in the 
introduction letter that the data was strictly for 
research purpose with no impact on their study.  
The data would be kept confidential and the 
subjects had the right to end this voluntary 
participation at any time.   
In terms of statistical analysis, descriptive 
statistics were used for frequency, percentage, 
minimum, maximum, mean, and standard 
deviation; and inferential statistics in use were 
Pearson’s Correlation Co-efficient for 
correlation between continuous variables and 
Unpaired t-test to compare the two different 
means. For score interpretation, it is shown in 
table 1. 
 
Table 1: Score interpretation 







The study result on this quantitative part  
is reported in table 2 under the session of main 
points of discussion.  
 
3.2 Focus Group Discussion in the study 
samples   
 
 LWP learners were invited to attend 
Focus Group Discussion (FGD) before end of 
August 2008 which took about 45 minutes per 
group. The subjects were informed that this 
FGD was to learn about their intent and 
planning for their study in LWP distance 
education program.  The group facilitator 
confirmed that there would be no impact on 
their study as a result of this FGD. 
During the FGDs, only a tape cassette 
was requested to be used.  The group 
moderator/facilitator started first with an 
introduction of the research project and the 
research objectives.  Pure academic use and 
data confidentiality were made explicit to the 
subjects. The interview guide which was 
pre-tested at Bangkok Metropolitan 
Administration Distance Education Program 
among 4 Thai students with satisfactory result, 
both in the content and in the prioritized items, 
was used in the exact same series. They were  
(1) current program from learner’s perception 
(from general to specific) (2) study program as 
learner’s agenda (3) learning strategy including 
time management, lesson determination, access 
to lessons required, learner’s present life cycle, 
empowerment with guidance from the 
instructors, desired package of courses, 
learner’s access to minimal technology required             
(4) implementation of learner’s action plan, and 
(5) learner’s own evaluation on the set goals. 
After each FGD, the group 
moderator/facilitator would request for any 
additional notes the note-taker had and tried to 
improve where necessary to gain more 
efficiency in the next FGDs. Regarding content 
analysis, the group moderator/facilitator did the 
verbatim report approach and the authors 
analyzed the data in accordance with the FGD 
discipline with the results shown in the main 
points of discussion section in table 3.  
 
4)  MAIN POINTS OF THE DISCUSSION  
 
This study found the main results of  
quantitative part as shown in table 2 below.  
 
Table 2: Results from SDLRS questionnaire 
A. Demographic data 
Gender Number Percentage 
Male 7 30.43 
Female 16 69.57 
Total 23 100.00 
Age (years) Number Percentage 
21- 30   2 8.70 
31- 40   4 17.39 
41- 50   17 73.91 





1- 5  4 17.39 
6 - 10   5 21.74 
11- 15   3 13.04 
16- 20   4 17.39 
> 21 7 30.43 
Total 23 100.00 
Work position Number Percentage 
Physicians 1 4.35 
Professional 
nurse 7 30.43 
Public health 
technical 
officers 8 34.78 
Public health 
administrator 3 13.04 
Public health 
worker 1 4.35 
Dentist 2 8.70 
Radiologist 1 4.35 




N 20 - 
Mean 2.78 - 
Min 2.14 - 
Max 3.34 - 
 
B. Domains of SDLRS 
Domain N Mean Min Max 
1 23 4.17 3.46 4.85 
2 23 3.82 2.75 4.58 
3 23 3.39 2.33 4.50 
4 23 4.28 3.50 5.00 
5 23 4.26 3.56 4.89 
6 23 3.74 2.80 4.80 
7 23 4.22 3.00 5.00 
8 23 3.97 3.00 4.71 
All 58 
items 
23 3.91 3.32 4.61 
Domain 1 - Openness to Learning 
Opportunities               Domain 2 - 
Self-concept as an Effective Learner               
Domain 3 - Initiative and Independence in 
Learning   
Domain 4- Informed Acceptance of 
Responsibility for One’s Own Learning 
Domain 5 - Love of Learning 
Domain 6 – Creativity 
Domain 7 - Positive Orientation to the Future 
Domain 8 - Ability to Use Basic Study Skills 
and Problem-solving Skills 
 
C. Factors affecting SDLRS domains 1-8 (Gender 
only) 
Domain Male Female P-value 
 1* 3.90 4.29 0.03 
    2 3.67 3.88 NS 
 3* 3.12 3.50 0.046 
 4* 3.96 4.42 0.031 
5 4.14 4.31 NS 
6 3.54 3.83 NS 
7 3.93 4.34 NS 
8 3.71 4.08 NS 
All 58 
items* 
3.66 4.02 0.03 
NS = non-significant 
 
D. Difficulty encountered in online computer skills 
and English capability 
Demographic 
factors 
N Mean Min Max 
All samples 23 3.61 2.29 4.57 
 
E. Learners with emotional need for dependence  
Demographic 
factors 
N Mean Min Max 
All samples 23 3.99 3.00 5.00 




N Mean Min Max 
All samples 23 3.35 1.00 4.75 
 
A. From table 2, LWP learners year 
batch 2008 were mostly female (69.57%) 
between 41-50 years old (73.91%), with more 
than 21 years of work experiences (30.43%).  
A majority of them were public health technical 
officers (34.78%) and professional nurse 
(30.43%). Their grade point average before 
enrolling the LWP Program was 2.78 
(minimum 2.14 and maximum 3.34). They all 
enrolled in year 2008 (100%) from the same 
province in  Thailand.  
 B. The mean score for overall eight 
domains of SDLRS was 3.91 (high level).  For 
each domain, the mean was prioritized from the 
highest to the lowest values as follows: 
Informed Acceptance of Responsibility for 
One’s Own Learning (4.28); Love of Learning 
(4.26); Positive Orientation to the Future 
(4.22); Openness to Learning Opportunities 
(4.17); Ability to Use Basic Study Skills and 
Problem-solving Skills (3.97); Self-concept as 
an Effective Learner (3.82); Creativity (3.74); 
and Initiative and Independence in Learning 
(3.39). 
 C. The demographic factors affecting 
the eight domains of SDLRS was only gender.  
Male students rated their SDLRS lower than 
female students in all domains with statistical 
significant value in the domains of Openness to 
Learning Opportunities (p-value 0.03); 
Initiative and Independence in Learning 
(p-value 0.046); Informed Acceptance of 
Responsibility for One’s Own Learning 
(p-value 0.031) , and overall picture (p-value 
0.03).  
D. The difficulty encountered in online 
computer skills and English capability had the 
mean score of 3.61 (high level). None of the 
demographic factors had the significant 
relationship to this issue. 
E. Learners with emotional need for 
dependence had the mean score of 3.99 (high 
level). None of the demographic factors had the 
significant relationship to this issue. 
F. Learners with the pursuit of 
degree-seeking behaviors had the mean score 
of 3.35 (moderate level). None of the 
demographic factors had the significant 
relationship to this issue. 
       G. Among learners with SDLRS, with 
pursuit of degree-seeking behaviors, with 
emotional need for dependence, and with 
difficulty encountered in online computer skills 
and English capability, the correlation is shown 
as follows: 
G.1 Learners with SDLRS had the 
positive correlation among one another on a 
moderate to high level (r=0.436 to r=0.892), 
except for the domain of “Informed Acceptance 
of Responsibility for One’s Own Learning” & 
“Creativity”, where no statistical significance 
was found.  
G.2 Difficulty encountered in online 
computer skills and English capability had a 
negative relationship on a moderate level 
(r=-0.431) with “Ability to Use Basic Study 
Skills and Problem-solving Skills”. 
G.3 Pursuit of degree-seeking 
behaviors had no correlation to other factors. 
 G4 Emotional need for dependence 
had a positive relation on a moderate level 
(r=0.508 to r=0.577) with “Openness to 
Learning Opportunities”, “Self-concept as an 
Effective Learner”, “Creativity”, and “Ability 
to Use Basic Study Skills and Problem-solving 
Skills”. (Table 2- G shown in appendix A). 
This study found the main points of 
the discussion from FGD as shown in table 3. 
 
Table 3 Main points from Focus Group 
Discussion 
Questions: Response: 
1. What comes to your 
mind when you talk 
about “distance 
education”? 
1.1 Open University in 
Thailand, such as 
Sukhothaithammatirat 
University 
2. What comes to your 
mind when you talk 
about “Learning at the 
Workplace Distance 
Education Program”? 
2.1 work and study with 
no study leave and still 
be employed with 
financial liquidation           
2.2 one more status as 
higher education 
university student 
3. What comes to your 
mind when you talk 
about “Learning at the 
Workplace Distance 
Education Program” 
conducted by the College 
of Public Health 
Sciences, Chulalongkorn 
University? 
3.1 Being a part of 
prestige university in 
Thailand - an honorary 
study program indeed 
3.2 Gaining in-depth 
knowledge by highly 
experienced instructors 
in public health field at 
the College 
4. For your study plan in “Learning at the Workplace 
Distance Education Program” at the College of 
Public Health Sciences, how do you plan for the 
followings: 
4.1 Agenda-setting: why 
do you plan for this 
study? 
4.1.1 Their chief  
gave them full support 
for their potentiality 
development aiming for 
three key goals  (1) to 
upgrade local work 
system (2) to develop 
staff competency and 
career development, and 
(3) to make better health 
services available to the 
people in the area under 
responsibility 
 4.1.2 They wanted  
to conduct correct 
academic research 
 4.1.3 Their local 
preceptor was of great 
help to them 
 4.1.4 It was a   
chance to brush up their 
English 
 4.1.5 “Near Home  
Near Heart” study 
program (easy access to 
study program) 
 4.1.6 Fully equipped  
with basic technological 
support by the Ministry 
of Public Health of 
Thailand (ASDL, 
CDNA, and GSM 
Solomon)  
4.2 Learning strategy  
4.2.1 How do you 
manage your study time? 
4.2.1.1 Group learning 
over weekends at the 
Main Office Meeting 
Room 
4.2.1.2 Non-campus 
study can save time and 
traveling expenses. 
4.2.2 How do you 
determine your required 
lessons? 
4.2.2.1 Lessons that 
would pertain to their 
local felt needs 
4.2.3 How do you get an 
access to the  
sources of information 
for your study in regards 







Internet, hands-on field 
experiences 
4.2.4 How is your life 
cycle at present? 
4.2.4.1 Free from family 
commitment, hassle -free 
from financing issues,  
having more time, and 
getting good cooperation 
from colleagues or 
subordinates which 
could facilitate their 
study role 
4.2.5 What do you think 
about “empowerment 
with guidance for your 
study” from the 
College’s instructors? 
4.2.5.1 Tend to buy-in 
the ideas as this could 
well be responsive to the 
problems in their work 
context 
4.2.6 What do you think 
about “package  
of courses” which should 
be studied in order to 
respond to your true 
study needs and 
requirements? 
4.2.6.1 Tailor-made 
courses were desirable, 
for instance, quality 
assurance in healthcare 
service; leadership in 
health care system; 
community participation; 
project implementation; 
and project evaluation 
4.2.7 How do you 
describe your access to 
minimal technology 
required for this study 
program? 
4.2.7.1 Fully equipped 
with ASDL, CDNA, and 
GSM Solomon provided 
by the Ministry of Public 
Health of Thailand 
4.3. Regarding the action 
plan, how would you 
implement your set plan 
above? 
4.3.1 Self-study, 
suggestions from local 
preceptor, advice from 
the College’s instructors, 
group-learning, prompt 
feedback from the 
instructors, and 
prioritized course 
content for their 
adjustment 
4.4 In terms of 
self-evaluation, how do 
you measure your 
achievement for the set 
goals? 
4.4.1 Similar with their 
office work evaluation, 
contingency plan needed 
to be established, pre- 
and post study result 
measurement should be 
made, early-bird thesis 
preparation should be 
done 
4.4.2 Learners were, in 
addition, willing to take 
part in extra-curriculum 
activities and social 
responsibility projects, 
for example, Green 
projects, culture-arts, and 





From SDLRS questionnaire, LWP 
learners had the mean score for overall eight 
domains at 3.91 which is considered a high 
level according to the identified score 
interpretation. The fact that there were almost 
70% female learners in this homogeneous 
group (all from one same province) might have 
an impact on this. These female learners, rating 
themselves higher in all domains comparing to 
male ones, were in their late 40s with long-time 
career life (more than 21 years) as public health 
technical officers and professional nurses.  
Overall, the subjects had the strong foundation 
for being potential self-directed learners 
(p-value 0.03). The top 4 highest mean were in 
the domain of Informed Acceptance of 
Responsibility for One’s Own Learning. Love 
of Learning, Positive Orientation to the Future, 
and Openness to Learning Opportunities.  On 
the contrary, the predominant features of truly 
successful self-directed learners, namely, 
Ability to Use Basic Study Skills and 
Problem-solving Skills, Self-concept as an 
Effective Learner, Creativity, and Initiative and 
Independence in Learning, were, however, in 
the 4 lower halves. The fact that there were 
learners with a high mean score in the category 
of “emotional need for dependence” (3.99) 
might accentuate this issue.  Looking into the 
difficulty encountered in online computer skills 
and English capability of the learners, the mean 
score was 3.61, while learners with the pursuit 
of degree-seeking behaviors had the lowest 
mean score of 3.35.  From the correlation test, 
it showed that learners with SDLRS had in 
general the positive correlation among one 
another on a moderate to high level. Difficulty 
encountered in online computer skills and 
English capability had a negative relationship 
on a moderate level (r=-0.431) with “Ability to 
Use Basic Study Skills and Problem-solving 
Skills”.  Learners in the category of Emotional 
need for dependence had a positive relation on 
a moderate level with majority of truly 
successful self-directed learner qualifications. 
While learners in the group of pursuit of 
degree-seeking behaviors had no correlation 
with other factors. 
 From FGD session, LWP learners were 
homogeneous as they were from the same 
province.  Nevertheless, due to their work 
backgrounds, they were quite heterogeneous.  
Being physician, professional nurse, public 
health administrator, public health technical 
officer, public health worker, dentist, and 
radiologist, naturally added more perspectives 
to FGD.  Overall, the subjects understood that 
distance learning program were similar to Open 
University in Thailand though it is, in fact, not. 
Open University tends to serve mass market of 
students, while LWP Program of the College is 
more small group-oriented. Technologies in use 
also differ as the College’s program is more 
prone to 2-way interaction communication than 
one-way mass communication as in the Open 
University. Learners chose LWP Program 
because they were still employed, their position 
and work status still remained, and their 
financial liquidation stayed unchanged. From 
the view of their colleagues, they were persons 
who always seek for progress, were 
self-learners, and had high potential to develop 
their respective organizations and to solve 
health and public health issues in their 
community with academic knowledge. By 
sharing their research result through 
publications, they hoped that their colleagues 
did not have to “Reinvent the Wheel” for the 
issues in similar environment, but to 
springboard from their findings instead. 
Regarding Chulalongkorn University, the 
subjects appreciated the chance that they could 
enroll at this prestige educational institute. 
Having experienced teaching staff at the 
College as their thesis advisors with 
collaboration from the local preceptors, the 
learners had a strong belief that the direction of 
gained knowledge and skills would be geared 
toward the local felt needs.  The goal of their 
chief was to provide quality healthcare services 
to the area-based people of all age groups for 
better health outcomes, better quality of life, as 





In response to the classification of 
distance learning program,                     
it might be concluded that among 
Chulalongkorn University LWP learners year 
batch 2008, they were more inclined to 
dialogue-oriented with less emphasis on the 
pursuit of degree-seeking behaviors.  The 
challenge to the program management is to first, 
maintain the strong foundation of SDLRS the 
learners currently possess, second, to increase 
the qualifications for truly successful 
self-directed learning skills, and third, to 
provide technological support and required 
English capability throughout the study period.  
The key goal is to lessen the degree and to 
reduce the extent of emotional need for 
dependence among learners to the least level. 
Possible suggestion is to provide them with 
instructional materials that allow modifications 
to suit their needs, learning style, and pace.  
For instance, available communication and 
information technology Chulalongkorn 
University has provided, such as Blackboard 
System, Macromedia Breeze, and 
Teleconference, should be fully optimized. 
While the asynchronous and synchronous 
modes of learning could be utilized, some site 
visits to their study center (or blended learning) 
should also be made in order to secure their 
transitional adjustment period from work place 
to higher education learning context. Human 
touch in highly advanced education technology 
has to be remained. 
In terms of “learner autonomy” - the 
issues of how to study, what to study, when, 
where, in what ways, and to what extent - it is 
evident that group learning will play a key role 
in this learner batch. Several literatures on 
collaborative learning and social construction 
of knowledge confirmed that upon 
“conceptualizing learning as socially situated, 
group-based collaborative learning enables 
development of learning communities in the 
short term and potential communities of 
practice in the longer term (Gunawardena and 
Zittle, 1997: 8-26). Research suggests that the 
affection, inclusion, and sense of solidarity of 
the group, and the ease of expression and 
synthesis of multiple viewpoints with no one 
student dominating, are important 
characteristics in this successful social 
construction of knowledge online. From the 
study of Cheng  et al (1991), it reported a 
higher completion rate for those learners who 
worked collaboratively (90 percent) than for 
those who worked independently (22 percent) 
(Cheng, Lehman, and Armstrong, 1991 cited in 
Moore and Kearsley, 2005: 230-231).     
Skills in self-directed learning and 
planned learning are expected to keep the 
learner’s retention and satisfaction rate on a 
high level.  These key outputs are a win-win 
solution to all concerned.  While the higher 
educational institute can be in a position to 
stimulate the life-time learning skills to the 
learners, the learners themselves can realize 
how to become self-directed learners – a 
qualification required in the world of work now 
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Appendix A: Table 2-G Correlation among 
SDLRS; difficulty encountered in online 
computer skills and English capability; 
emotional need for dependence; and pursuit of 
degree-seeking behaviors among LWP learners. 
 
